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THE ALIMONY AWARD SHOULD BE REVERSED AND THIS 
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Second, Mr. Coelho argues in his brief that Mrs. Coelho failed 
to focus on his ability to pay alimony, which he claims has been 
compromised since the time of the first trial. There was 
controverted evidence before the lower court regarding Mr. Coelho's 
purportedly reduced earnings, and only Mr. Coelho's testimony to 
support his claims that he had "borrowed" from his business 
partners to pay his obligations. There was no documentary evidence 
of these alleged loans, and the monies deposited into Mr. Coelho's 
checking account clearly exceeded the amounts he claimed to earn 
through his business. Further, Mr. Coelho's own monthly expenses 
exceeded what he claimed to earn and the amounts he claimed to have 
borrowed! Finally, Mr. Coelho's tax return reflects that his 
actual income from the operation of his business was $48,226, or 
more than $4,000 per month. There is no credible evidence in the 
record to support the arbitrary $3,000 income amount found by the 
trial court. 
It is clear that the lower court abused its discretion in 
denying Mrs. Coelho's motion to continue alimony. This is a 
sixteen year marriage. Mr. Coelho's earning capacity greatly 
exceeds Mrs. Coelho's capacity to earn under any reasonable 
scenario, and the lower court's award of alimony should be 
reversed. 
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ARGUMENT T T 
MRS. COELHO'S SHARE OF THE EQUITY SHOULD NOT 
BE REDUCED BY REIMBURSEMENT TO MR. COELHO FOR 
MORTGAGE PAYMENTS MADE BY HIM 
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CONCLUSION 
The lower court abused its discretion in denying Mrs. Coelho's 
Motion to Continue Alimony in light of the court's recognition that 
she had insufficient financial means to meet her monthly expenses. 
Further, it compounded that abuse of discretion by ordering that 
Mr. Coelho be reimbursed from Mrs. Coelho's portion of the equity 
in the home for amounts paid by him on the mortgage. This court 
should reverse the lower court's order and enter its own order, 
awarding Mrs. Coelho $1,000 per month in alimony from January 1, 
1994, until she remarries, cohabits, dies, or until further order 
of the court and characterizing the mortgage payments made by Mr. 
Coelho since January 1, 1994 as alimony for which he is not 
entitled to reimbursement. In the alternative, this case should be 
remanded for sufficient findings and an order awarding Mrs. Coelho 
an appropriate amount of alimony. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 15th day of March, 1996. 
GUSTIN & CHRISTIAN 
HELEN E. CHRISTIAN 
Attorneys for 
Plaintiff/Appellant. 
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